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Chapter 1
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN AGENCY DECISION-MAKING
Is anyone ever completely s a t is f ie d  with a democratic decision? A 
democratic decision considers everyone's needs and produces re s u lts  
acceptable to  the m a jo r i ty .  Obviously, i t  is n e ith e r  fe a s ib le  nor 
possib le to  consult th e  masses about every governmental decis ion;  
conducting e le c tio n s  is  cumbersome enough. Therefore , a large portion  
of th e  d e c is io n -m a k in g  a u t h o r i t y  has been d e le g a te d  t o  e le c te d  
representa tives  who in tu rn  have assigned a c e r ta in  amount of th is  
re s p o n s ib i l i ty  to  executive departments and non-elected bureaucrats. 
Along with th is  policy-m aking a u th o r i ty ,  these bureaucrats are  also  
charged with adm in istering and enforcing enacted laws. Although many 
p ro fess io n a lly  competent in d iv id u a ls  may choose to  serve government— and 
most have th e  a b i l i t y  and knowledge r e q u ire d  t o  make inform ed  
decisions— th is  " ru l in g  e l i t e "  is  not d i re c t ly  accountable to  the  
p u b Iic .
The r e a l i t i e s  of bureaucra tic  decision-making ra is e  a fundamental 
question: What ro le  can c i t i z e n  p a r t ic ip a t io n  play in In fluencin g
bureaucratic  decisions? Although some authors such as Robert Dahl 
adhere to  the notion t h a t  th e  masses do not care , most agree th a t  
c i t iz e n s  should not be excluded from public po licy  decision-making. 
L i t t l e  agreement e x is ts ,  however, concerning the nature and e x te n t of 
th is  c i t i z e n  p a r t ic ip a t io n  r o le .  At one extreme is  the  b e l ie f  th a t  the
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c i t i z e n 's  ro le  in government should end a t  the b a l lo t  box. At th e  other  
extreme is the b e l ie f  th a t  c i t iz e n s  should u lt im a te ly  control a l l  p u b lic  
p o licy  decisions (Sencer and Rule, 1980; Currey and Olsen, 1977).
The m ajo r ity  of Montana's s ta te  agencies use the pu b lic  hearing  
process to  s o l i c i t  input from c i t iz e n s  who are the most l i k e ly  to  be 
a ffe c te d  by a major decision. The p ub lic  hearing enables bureaucrats to  
id e n t i fy  public  values attached to  various a l te r n a t iv e s .  A public  
h e a r in g 's  worth l ie s  in i ts  p o ten tia l fo r  personal in te ra c t io n .  This  
personal contact is the essentia l ingred ient in public involvement, both 
in r e ta in in g  public  t r u s t  and in educating agency personnel.
Hearings are a tim e- and c o s t - e f f i c ie n t  method t h a t  a llow  the  
decision-makers to  receive a d d it io n a l information w ith only minimum 
agency s ta f f in g .  They give the  pubI ic the  opportunity to  vent t h e i r  
f r u s t r a t io n s ,  thereby f u l f i l l i n g  a p laca ting  fu n c t io n . In many cases 
they allow agencies to  gauge public  sentiment, c le a r  up misconceptions, 
and educate the public  to  some degree (Sencer and Rule, 1980). Public  
hearings may be the best method of involv ing the informed and in teres ted  
c i t i z e n .  But what about the Informed but ap ath etic  c it iz e n s ?  Do they  
have d i f fe r e n t  ideas (maybe even b e t te r )  than those who are motivated to  
a tte n d  and p a r t ic ip a te  a t  a pu b lic  hearing?
L im ita t io n s  of the PubI ic Hearing Process
A review of the  l i t e r a tu r e  suggests several l im ita t io n s  of pu b lic  
hearings as a means of s o l ic i t in g  public  input and helping to  shape 
government decisions.
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1. People become involved only when they are  strongly  motivated to  do 
so, which is not the case most of the t im e. Considering the high 
costs of p a r t ic ip a t io n ,  only those in d iv id u a ls  with the most
intense preferences are l i k e ly  to  become involved. U su a lly ,  
c i t iz e n s  w i l l  not p a r t ic ip a te  unless th e  outcome of a po ten tia l
decision d i r e c t ly  a f fe c ts  them. D iffused  in te re s ts  (people who 
would gain very l i t t l e ,  fo r  instance, i f  a s ing le  generating
f a c i l i t y  were added t o  a g r i d )  r a r e l y  r e c e iv e  adequate
representation  in energy f a c i l i t y  s i t in g  debates. T y p ic a lly ,  those 
who stand to  lose the most play a d isproportionate  r o le  in 
decision-making. Since costs to  them are l ik e ly  to  be s ig n i f ic a n t ,  
they are  motivated to  organize and loudly voice th e i r  op in ions .  
U n fo rtu n a te ly , i f  a l l  the gains and losses were to ta le d ,  the gains 
to  a ll  the gainers may be g rea te r  Than th e  losses to  the few losers  
CRosener, 1982; White and Nelson, 1981; Sencer and Rule, 1980).
2. Public  hearings are c o s tly .  G eographically  speaking, Nbntana is a 
very large s ta te .  Informing th e  pu b lic  and then s o l ic i t in g  t h e i r  
informed opinions is  expensive in terms of ta x  d o lla rs  and d i r e c t  
cost to  the p a r t ic ip a n ts .  Before a pubI ic hearing can be held, th e  
p u b lic  must be educated on the  items under consideration . They 
must take tim e o f f  from t h e i r  jobs and pay t h e i r  own expenses fo r  
f u e l ,  ch ild  care , telephone c a l l s ,  postage, e tc .  When developers  
p a r t ic ip a te ,  however, everyone shares th e  expenses. Increased 
costs in goods and services are passed on to  the p u b lic , w h ile  the  
s ta te  loses ta x  revenue because a large portion  of the developers' 
costs are  ta x  deductib le (Sencer and Rule , 1980).
3
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3 . The genera l p u b l ic  does not have th e  e x p e r t i s e ,  f in a n c ia l
resources, or professional s k i l l s  req u ire d  to  combat corporate  
in te re s ts  o r  bureaucratic  ac tions . In tervenors in pub I ic hearings, 
ad jud icatory  hearings, or court proceedings o fte n  real ize th a t  they  
are  no match fo r  pro jec t proponents. Consequently, most public
hearings do not r e s u l t  in the form of p u b lic  discussion and debate 
th a t  is  necessary fo r  c i t iz e n s  to  make informed. Independent 
judgments on the key issues underlying most s i t in g  decisions.
4 .  Special in te re s t  groups "armed with in form ation, professionalism, 
and d o lla rs "  do not represent the general p u b lic ’ s views and 
opinions any b e tte r  than a developer does (Sencer and Rule, 
1980:3 ).
5. The burden of proof in a hearing f a l l s  p r im a r i ly  upon the
in terven or. However, opponents usually lack the money, technical 
and legal e x p e rt is e , and d e ta ile d  in form ation required to  perform
the necessary s tu d ies , develop d e ta ile d  analyses, and propose
a l t e r n a t iv e  scenarios. When public  hearings were held in Minnesota 
on the s i t in g  of a large power l in e ,  farmers who t e s t i f i e d  suddenly 
found themselves on opposite sides of the  fence, according to  
Casper and Wei I stone (1981:77 ). " I f  one farmer came to  the hearing  
to  say why the l in e  should not go across h is  land, he was asked in 
e f fe c t  to  name what o ther farm er’ s land he wanted to  put i t  on,"
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6 ,  According t o  O'Hare, Bacow, and Sanderson (1 9 8 3 ) ,  the most
prominent defect of the p u b lic  hearing process Is the adversaria l 
and non-construct I ve re la t io n s h ip  th a t  I t  fo s te rs  between the  
public  and the developer. Contested case and ad ju d ica to ry  hearings  
employ a l i t i g i o u s  process In which c o n f l i c t  r a t h e r  than
cooperation p re v a i ls .  Often, these hearings serve only to  allow
th e  various p a r t ie s  the opportunity to  jockey fo r  a p os it ion  in the  
l i t i g a t io n  th a t  w i l l  In e v ita b ly  fo llo w .
7 .  In regard to  scheduling hearings, some authors have suggested th a t  
hearings be held In the evening so th a t  in d iv id u a ls  do not have to  
take time o f f  from t h e i r  jobs to  attend (Sencer and Rule, 1980). 
Conversely, others b e liev e  th a t  hearings should be scheduled during  
normal working hours, since people are o ften  too t i r e d  a t  the end 
of the work day to  attend (M c A ll is te r ,  1980).
A fte r  a hearing Is  over, the only options a v a i la b le  to  an aggrieved  
party are a d v e rs a r ia l .  Including ju d ic ia l  review under the Montana 
Adm inistrative  Procedures Act or l i t i g a t i o n .  The general p u b lic ’ s lack 
of e x p e rt is e , f in a n c ia l  resources, and/or professional s k i l l s  places 
them a t  a c le a r  disadvantage In t h is  process as well (O’ Hare, Bacow, and 
Sanderson, 1985; Sencer and Rule, 1980).
Hearings are burdensome to  decision-makers, a ls o . For example, the  
Col s t r  Ip 3 and 4 hearings held by the boards of Natural Resources and 
Conservation and Health and Environmental Sciences re su lted  In a 
t r a n s c r ip t  of over 17,000 pages. Approximately 10,000 pages of 
d e p o s it io n s  were ta k e n  f o r  th e  Board o f  N a tu ra l  Resources and
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Conservation. Two hundred f i f t y - f i v e  witnesses appeared be fore  the  
Board of Natural Resources and Conservation. The combined testimony and 
cross-examination produced 1,573 proposed find ings of fa c t  and 19
proposed conclusions of law (Lopach and Petesch, 1978).
Given the  shortcomings of the pub I ic hearings approach fo r
s o l ic i t in g  public  input, th is  paper develops and evaluates a supplement 
to  the  hearing: the c i t i z e n  survey. I t  analyzes whether the two
methods generate the same re s u lts  and asks whether the re s u lts  of the  
survey approach should be used to  supplement the t ra d i t io n a l  hearings 
approach. Both methods are  te s te d  in the policy context of a pub lic  
decision regarding the s i t in g  of an e le c t r ic a l  transmission l in e  through 
western Montana. While c i t i z e n  surveys obviously do not provide a l l  of
th e  answers, th is  study discovered inform ation th a t  may have a lte re d  the
route  and lowered the cost of the power l in e .
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Chapter 2
THE POLICY CONTEXT: CHOOSING A POWER LINE ROUTE
The m ajo r ity  of Montana's e n e rg y -re la te d  laws were passed since  
1971 in response to  concerns about developing the West's energy 
resources and the potentia l adverse impacts of e x tra c t in g  and converting  
the s t a te 's  non-renewable resources. Montana's c o n s t itu t io n ,  r a t i f i e d  
in 1972, placed the s ta te  " in  th e  fo re f ro n t  of s ta tes  concerned with  
p r e s e r v a t io n  and en v iron m en ta l p r o t e c t i o n , "  ac co rd in g  t o  Lopach 
(1983 :25 9 ).
Col s t r  i p 3 & 4
In June 1973, the Montana Power Com pa ny and a consortium of four  
P a c if ic  Northwest e le c t r ic  u t i l i t i e s  app lied  fo r  a c e r t i f i c a t e  under th e  
Montana U t i l i t y  S it in g  Act to  construct two c o a l - f i r e d  e le c t r ic a l  
generating u n its  a t  Col s t r ip  in eastern Montana. The two 700-megawatt 
u n its  were dubbed U nits  3 and 4 .  Two 5 0 0 -k i lo v o l t  power lin es  would 
tra n s p o rt  the  e le c t r ic a l  energy n early  450 m iles west to  Hot Springs. 
From th e re ,  the energy would be In teg ra ted  In to  the  P a c i f ic  Northwest 
power system.
The Department of Natural Resources and Conservation prepared I t s  
d r a f t  environmental impact statement fo r  tjje  p ro je c t la te  in 1974. The 
f in a l  statement was made public in January 1975. The Deparfment 
recommended th a t  the c e r t i f i c a t e  to  construct the power p lan ts  and
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associated  tran sm iss io n  I Ines not be g ran ted , c la im ing  t h a t  th e  
a d d it io n a l e l e c t r i c i t y  was not needed a t  t h a t  t im e  and would not be 
needed in th e  fo re s e e a b le  fu tu r e  (DNRC, 1 9 7 5 ) .
In J u ly  1976, th e  Board of N atura l Resources and C onservation^, 
Ignoring  th e  Departm ent's  recommendations, approved th e  a p p l ic a t io n  to  
co nstru c t Col s t r i p  U n its  3 and 4 and th e  proposed power l in e s .  The 
o r ig in a l  Board-approved power l in e  ro u te  from Townsend west t o  Hot 
Springs went north through th e  Helena a re a , crossed th e  Continenta l 
D iv ide  near MacDonald Pass, continued through th e  Ovando area , over 
Jocko Pass, and on west to  a Hot Springs s u b s ta t io n .  Unable to  reach an 
agreement w ith  the  Confederated Sal ish and Kootenai t r ib e s  over a 
r ig h t -o f -w a y  across the F lathead Indian R e s e rv a t io n , the Montana Power 
Company (MPC) asked B o n n e v il le  Power A d m in is tra t io n ^  (BPA) to  c o n s tru c t  
th e  western s e c tio n  of the  power I ines. BPA, which already had an 
e x is t in g  r ig h t -o f -w a y  across th e  r e s e r v a t io n ,  agreed to  co n stru c t the  
transm ission l in e s .  A f te r  a c o r r id o r  study w ith  th e  U .S . Fo rest S erv ice  
and th e  U.S. Bureau of Land Management, BPA s e le c te d  th e  rou te  fo r  the  
power l in e s  west of Townsend. However, BPA's ro u te  d i f fe r e d  markedly 
from the  MPC ro u te  approved in 1976 by th e  Board of Natural Resources 
and (Conservation.
BPA's proposed ro u te  went west from Townsend through the  Boulder  
and Deer Lodge v a l le y s ,  continued along an e x is t in g  BPA transm ission  
l in e  r ig h t -o f -w a y  p a r a l le l in g  th e  C la rk  Fork R iv e r  to  M issoula, and th en  
nortii to  Hot Springs. Rather than c o n s tru c t  two p a ra l le l  power l in e s ,  
BPA proF>osed b u i ld in g  fo u r  or f i v e  1 7 5 - fe e t -h  igh steel l a t t i c e  towers
8
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per m ile  along a 1 2 5 -fo o t r ig h t-o f -w a y . The towers would carry  th re e  
bund les  of th r e e  co nd u cto rs  on each s id e .  A ccord ing  to  DNRC 
c a lc u la t io n s ,  the average d a i ly  value of the e l e c t r i c i t y  transported out 
of the s ta te  through the power l in e  would be approximately $864,000 a t  
1983 wholesale e le c t r i c  ra te s  (DNRC Energy Almanac, 1983; DNRC DrafT  
E IS, 1983; DNRC Final E IS , 1983).
Long before any e l e c t r i c i t y  was generated a t  Col s t r ip  3 & 4 , the  
power l in e s  west of Townsend generated considerable controversy.
Western Montana is a mountainous region, with most of i ts  a g r ic u ltu re  
and human h a b ita t io n  located in the v a l le y  bottoms. Most of the  
forested mountain land, which is important fo r  i t s  t im ber, w i l d l i f e ,  and
recrea tion a l uses, is  managed by the U.S. Forest Service. Major
portions of i t  have been se t aside fo r  management as w ilderness or  
p rim it iv e  areas and cannot be crossed by power l in e s ,  and both res id en ts  
and to u r is ts  value the e n t i r e  area fo r  i t s  scenic beauty (DNRC D ra ft
E IS, 1983).
BPA's PubI ic Involvement Process
In add it ion  t o  the route  p a ra l le l in g  the C lark  Fork R iver, several 
a lte rn a te  routes were considered in BPA's March 1982 d r a f t  environmental 
impact statement d is t r ib u te d  to  the public and governmental agencies. 
During th e i r  ten-week comment period, BPA held 14 "open houses" and 14 
public  meetings in communities throughout the  study area. According to  
BPA, 66 percent of the comments they received were from p r iv a te  c i t iz e n s  
and 23 percent from in te re s t  groups. Almost h a l f  (47$) of the  comments
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o r ig in a te d  In Missoula County, 20 percent were from Mineral County, and 
11 percent came from G ranite  County. In te re s t in g ly ,  15 percent of the  
comments were received from Washington, D.C. (BPA, 1983). Concerns were 
expressed about the visual Impact of the l in e s  and towers, th e  fa irn e s s  
of easement compensation on p r iv a te ly  owned land, the l in e s ' health  
e f fe c ts ,  whether the power l in e s  would cross public  or p r iv a te  land, and 
the actual need fo r  the p ro je c t (DNRC Energy Almanac, 1983).
DNRC's Public Involvement Process
During the f a l l  of 1982, the Department of Natural Resources and 
Conservation conducted two p u b lic  hearings In towns along MPC's o r ig in a l
proposed route. One was held In Ovando and one In A rlee . D ra f t  and
f in a l  environmental Impact statements were prepared concerning the  
proposed transmission f a c i l i t y  and th e  route i t  would fo l lo w . The d ra f t  
E IS was published and d is tr ib u te d  to  the public  In February 1983, and
th e  f in a l  EIS In April of the same year. DNRC received le t t e r s  from 232
people who had ccmments on the d r a f t  E IS . In a d d it io n  to  Ind iv id ua l  
public  comments, f iv e  In te re s t  groups, one s ta te  agency, one federal 
agency, and one of the co-owners of the Col s t r ip  3 & 4 p ro je c t  wrote to  
th e  Department (DNRC f i l e s ) .
In response to  I t s  d r a f t  EIS, DNRC a lso  received p e t i t io n s  with 627 
signatures. The p e t i t io n s  Ind ica ted  th a t  355 In d iv id u a ls  favored the  
underground construction of the power l in e  where I t  crosses Rock Creek, 
and 250 In d iv id ua ls  signed p e t i t io n s  In d ic a tin g  t h e i r  opposition  to  any 
Rock Creek crossing. "A ll of the respondents ( to  the d r a f t  EIS) were
10
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opposed to  some portion of the i ine, and many were opposed to  the  I i ne 
a l to g e th e r ,"  the Department said in i t s  f in a l  environmental impact 
statement (1 983 :73 ).
Many of the  respondents to  the Department's d r a f t  environmental 
impact statement were against lo c a t in g  the power l in e  in the C lark Fork 
River v a l le y .  They asserted th a t  p ub lic  p ro jec ts  belong on public  land, 
cla im ing th a t  property values would be lowered and fu r th e r  development 
r e s t r ic t e d .  Several of the a g r ic u ltu ra l  concerns included removal of 
land along the Clark Fork R iver frcm crop production, i nœnvenience to  
fa rm in g  o p e r a t io n s ,  and in t e r f e r e n c e  w ith  mechanical i r r i g a t i o n  
systems. Many respondents said they chose to  l iv e  in western Montana 
because of i t s  scenic q u a l i t ie s ,  and they believed the  power l in e  would 
d e tra c t from the natural beauty and reduce t h e i r  q u a l i ty  o f l i f e .  
A d d it io n a l ly ,  many in d iv id u a ls  mentioned the  power l in e 's  po ten tia l  
e le c t r ic a l  and health e f fe c ts  (DNRC Final E IS , 1983).
Hearings
Forty people t e s t i f i e d  a t  the Board of Natural Resources and 
Conservation's hearings in Missoula and Helena. Nineteen represented  
o rga n iza tio n s , in te re s t  groups, and agencies. Of these 19, one 
in d iv id u a l  re p re s e n te d  M is s o u la  C ounty , th re e  re p re s e n te d  s t a t e  
agencies, th ree  represented in du stry , one presented testimony fo r  a 
congressman, and 11 spoke fo r  in te r e s t  groups or associations. Only ten  
Missoula County residents t e s t i f i e d .  Of these, f iv e  were from Missoula, 
th re e  from C lin ton , and two from the Rock Greek area (Hearings  
tra n s c r  i p t s ) .
11
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Table 1 d e t a i ls  the  major concerns expressed by Missoula County 
r e s id e n t s  who t e s t i f i e d ,  as w e ll  as th o se  of in t e r e s t  group  
re p re s e n ta t iv e s . The m ajority  of the testimony was presented by people 
who were d is s a t is f ie d  w ith the s i t in g  or route  of the transmission  
l in e .  Hearing t ra n s c r ip ts  in d ica te  th a t  almost a i l  of the in d iv id u a ls  
who t e s t i f i e d  would be d ire c t ly  a ffec ted  by a t  le a s t  one of the proposed 
routes under consideration a t  th a t  time by the Board of Natural 
Resources and Conservation. Five of the ten Missoula County re s id e n ts  
who t e s t i f i e d  a lso  mentioned the  power l in e 's  visual or a e s th e t ic  
impacts (Hearings t r a n s c r ip ts ) .
The s ix  in te re s t  group re p res en ta tiv es  a t  Missoula's hearing  
expressed concern about the e f fe c ts  of the construction process and 
power l in e  on w i l d l i f e  and damage to  the  natural resources and 
environment as t h e i r  major concerns. However, the  in te re s t  groups 
represented a t  the  Helena hearing (two of whom also t e s t i f i e d  a t  the  
Missoula hearing ) stressed the route or s i t in g  of the l in e  as t h e i r  
g rea tes t concern (Hearings t r a n s c r ip ts ) .
12
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Table 1
Major concerns of in d iv id u a ls  and In te re s t  groups t e s t i f y in g  a t  
Missoula and Helena Board of Natural Resources and Conservation  
hear Ings.
MAJOR CONCERN
Total
Comments
MISSOULA 
In te re s t  In d l-  
Group VI dual
HELENA 
In te re s t  Indl-
Group vidual
R o u te /s lt l  ng 15 1 a 5 1
A e s th e tlc s /v 1sua1 
1 mpact
9 3 4 1 1
Wlldl I fe 8 4 2 2 0
Need 5 2 1 2 0
Damage to  
envl ronment
5 4 1 0 0
Damage to  natural 
resources
4 4 0 0 0
Minimum harm to  
land
4 3 0 1 0
Precedence (open­
ing new u t i l  I t y  
co rr ido rs )
2 1 1 0 0
Cost 2 2 0 0 0
E le c tr ic a l e f fe c ts 2 1 1 0 0
Jobs to  local 
people
1 1 0 0 0
Other Concerns 9 5 4 0 0
Source: Board of Natural Resources and Conservation hearing
transcr I pts.
13
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Representatives of BPA and DNRC met to  discuss th e  transmission  
l i n e 's  proposed rou tes . These meetings resu lted  in J o in t  s i t in g  
recommendations fo r  a p re ferred  ro u te  known as the T a f t  South Route th a t  
d if fe re d  considerably from MFC's and BPA's o r ig in a l preferred  routes.  
The T a f t  South Route was located p r im a r i ly  on Forest Service land south 
of In te rs ta te  Highway 90 between Garrison and Alberton and north of 1-90 
from Alberton to  the T a f t  substation near the Idaho border. This route  
was selected because the agencies f e l t  i t  would a f fe c t  fewer people and 
homes than any of the other proposed routes. However, the  agencies did 
consider the po ten tia l fo r  negative environmental impacts to  be higher 
along th is  route (DNRC Final EIS, 1983).
In e a r ly  May 1983, th e  Board te n ta t iv e ly  approved the T a f t  South 
Route. C it ize n  input re su lted  In changing the route  of the power l in e  
from BPA's proposed ro u te  fo llo w in g  th e ir  e x is t in g  transmission l in e  
r ig h t-o f-w ay  p a ra l le l in g  th e  C lark  Fork River to  Missoula and north to  
Hot Springs to  the T a f t  South Route. In i t s  f in a l  environmental impact 
statement (1983:81 ) ,  DNRC said th a t  public comment and congressional 
pressure contributed to  the development and se lec tion  of the T a f t  South 
Route. "Public comment made a t  BPA's and DNRC's hearings has played a 
s ig n if ic a n t  ro le  in th e  id e n t i f ic a t io n  of concerns in eva lu atin g  and 
se lec ting  a preferred r o u te ."  But key questions remain. Does th e  route  
f i n a l l y  selected best serve the public  in te res t?  Would basing the  
decision on the r e s u l ts  of a c i t i z e n  survey have produced a d i f f e r e n t  
dec ision?
14
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Chapter 3 
IME CITIZEN SURVEY
P ublic  Input th a t  a f fe c ts  f a c i l i t y  s i t in g  decisions is  usually  
s o l ic i t e d  and analyzed in the c r i t i c a l  period shortly  before a f in a l  
d e c is io n  is  made. G a th e r in g  in fo rm a t io n  t h i s  l a t e  in th e
decision-making process does not allow adequate consideration  of the  
a f fe c te d  p a r t ie s '  fu l l  range of va lues. In order to  t r u ly  measure 
p u b lic  sentiment, the opinions and values of the public  should be 
sy s te m a tica lly  and o b je c t iv e ly  considered e a r l i e r  in the  process.
P u b l ic  invo lvem ent In th e  e a r ly  d e c is io n -m a k in g  s ta g e s  is  
b e n e f ic ia l  fo r several reasons. F i r s t ,  new factual data may be
d is c o v e re d .  Second, d e c is io n -m a k e rs  a re  made aware of c i t i z e n  
preferences, c o n f l ic ts ,  and unknown social com plex ities . Th ird , the  
p u b lic  has greater respect fo r  and confidence in an agency th a t  
encourages t h e i r  ea rly  p a r t ic ip a t io n .  Fourth, f in a l  decisions a re  less  
l i k e ly  to  be reversed by the co u rts , new le g is la t io n ,  or i n i t i a t i v e s  
(F az io  and G i lb e r t ,  1981),
Many meihods fo r  achieving g re a te r  public  involvement in government 
decis ions are a v a ila b le  to  decision-makers. Open p u b lic  meetings, 
d ire c t  public  m ailings, and news re leases  are the lea s t e f f e c t iv e ,  
according to  Fazio and G i lb e r t ,  Small workshops, e s ta b lis h in g  key
contacts , behavioral observations, the  nominal group process, th e  Delphi 
Technique, and using questionnaires and surveys are the most e f f e c t i v e ,  
they say (1 981 ). I t  is  the  la s t  of these th a t  is assessed in th is  
chapter,
15
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Survey Research
Survey research can serve four fu n c tio n s . (1) I t  can resolve  
d i f f e r e n c e s  of o p in io n  among e q u a l ly  com petent members of an 
o rg a n iza tio n  to  determine the actual fa c ts  or issues. (2 ) I t  can help  
decision-makers p r io r i t i z e  these fa c ts  o r  Issues. (3 )  I t  can discover  
re la t io n s h ip s  among what were previously thought to  be unrelated fa c ts .  
(4 )  O ccas ionally , i t  can uncover new Ideas th a t  were previously not 
considered (NAB, 1969). General population surveys, i f  conducted 
c a re fu l ly  and ac cu ra te ly , can reveal preferences and assessments of a 
random cross-section  of the public  p r io r  to  agency recommendations or  
Issuance of a f in a l  f a c i l i t y  s i t in g  dec is ion . Public hearings tend to  
generate extremes; the  c i t iz e n  survey, as a supplement to  the hearing  
process, can temper and balance these h igh ly  p o lar ized  fe e lin g s  w ith  the  
fe e lin g s  of the e n t i r e  populace. Includ ing th e  apathetic  but informed 
c i t i z e n .  This chapter describes the design and ap p lic a t io n  of a survey 
used t o  s o l i c i t  public  a t t i tu d e s  regarding th e  s i t in g  of BPA’ s power 
l in e  across Missoula County.
Selecting  th e  Sample
A popular misconception Is t h a t  the la rg e r  the population being 
sampled, the  la rger the sample must be. S t a t i s t i c a l l y ,  the sample s ize  
required to  achieve a s p e c if ic  p re c is io n  is  usually about the  same, 
regard less of whether the survey Is  conducted In a c i t y ,  county, or  
e n t i r e  s ta te .  D ev iation , or margin of e r r o r ,  is a ffec ted  not only by 
the sample s ize  but by the lopsidedness of r e s u l ts .  In other words, th e
16
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nearer to  unanimity (o r  100 percent) th e  rep! les, the fewer the  cases 
required to  determine the conclusion. Most survey sample se lec tio n  
techniques, then, s e le c t as small a sample as possib le while  m aintain ing  
desired p rec is io n . Up to  a c e rta in  p o in t ,  survey re s u lts  are h ighly  
susceptib le  to  e r r o r ;  beyond th a t  po in t, th e  added expense of Increasing  
the sample s ize  becomes n e g l ig ib le .  For th is  study, the princ ipa l  
In ves tig a to r  chose to  conduct a telephone survey of 230 Missoula Cbunty 
households. A sample o f 230 households is  large enough to  produce 
acceptable survey re s u lts  but not so large as to  make charges fo r  long 
distance telephone c a l ls  and computer tim e to  analyze the re s u lts  
cost-proh Ibl t i v e .  For a sample of 230 households, chances are 95 out of 
100 th a t  a s p e c i f ic  question ’ s re s u lts  w i l l  f a l l  w ith in  f iv e  or s ix  
percentage points of the  re s u lts  th a t  would be obtained from a very 
large sample of the population s im ila r ly  se lected  and Interviewed (NAB, 
1969).
A systematic sample can be drawn In several ways. In th is  study, 
the p rinc ipa l In v e s tig a to r  used a method emphasizing convenience w h ile  
a t  the same tim e p ro tecting  the se lec tion  process’ s systematic nature. 
Respondents were se lected using a s c ie n t i f i c  random sample of telephone  
d ire c to r ie s  l i s t in g  Missoula Cbunty res id en ts . Only two were needed: 
Mountain B e l l 's  "Missoula and Western Montana" d ire c to ry  and the  
B lackfoot Telephone Cooperative’ s "B lackfoot" d i re c to ry .
To m ainta in  sample In te g r i ty ,  a serious attem pt must be made to  
in terview  every person drawn In to  I t  by design. This usually requ ires  
several c a l l -b a c k s . In telephone and door-to -door surveys, more than an
17
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80-percent completion r a te  is  ra re ,  even with repeated c a ll-b a c k s  (NAB, 
1969). With a maximum of s ix  c a ll-b a c k s , the p r in c ip a l in v e s tig a to r  
was ab le  to  obtain a 69 .6  percent completion r a te .
In order to  produce re p re s e n ta tiv e  r e s u lts  from al I areas of th e  
county, 204 names were drawn from the March 1983 Mountain Bell 
d ire c to ry , which l is te d  Missoula, East Missoula, Lo lo , Turah, Bonner, 
Mil I town, Frenchtown, Huson, A lberton, and surrounding rural areas. The 
1982 "Blackfoot" d ire c to ry  supplied an ad d it io na l 26 households from 
C lin to n , Potomac, Evaro, P lac id  Lake, Seeley Lake, Lindburg Lake, and 
surrounding rural areas.
For each successful contact, the in te rv iew er read th e  questions 
verbatim and recorded responses on separate qu estion na ire  forms, noting  
p e rt in e n t additional comments. Survey responses were then tra n s fe rre d  
from the completed questionnaires  in to  a Honeywell DPS/694 computer, 
om itt ing  respondents' names, addresses, and telephone numbers. D e ta ils  
of the sampling re s u lts  are shown In Table 2 ,
18
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T a b Ie 2
SAMPLING CONTACT RESULTS
Mi ssoula 
D i rectory
( % ) Blackfoot ( % )  
Di rectory
Total (?)
Total Sample Drawn 204 88.7 26 11.3 230 100.0
Disconnections 27 13.2 4 15.4 31 13.5
Total Working Sample 177 86 .8 22 84.6 199 86.5
Refusals 14 7 .9 0 0 .0 14 7 .0
Not Contacted 16 9 .0 4 22.7 21 10.6
E rrors , Rejections 3 1 .7 1 4.5 4 2 .0
Successful Contacts 144 81 .4 17 72.7 161 80.4
19
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Chapter 4 
SURVEY RESULTS
The sample fo r  th is  survey consisted of 230 c i t iz e n s ,  randomly 
drawn from Missoula County telephone d ire c to r ie s ,  who were c a l le d
between September 8 and October 5 ,  1983. With a maximum of s ix
c a l l -b a c k s ,  161 (70$) of the questionnaires  were completed. Of th e  161 
in terv iew s completed, 153 (95$) of th e  respondents said th a t  they were 
aware of the proposed power l in e  through Missoula County (Table 3 ) .  
Those who were aware of the power l in e  were asked a l l  of the questions
on the survey (see Appendix), w h ile  the e ig h t  respondents who said th a t
they were not aware of the power l in e  were asked only to  supply 
demographic data (questions 12 through 17b) as an a id  in d e tec ting
b ias . In order to  spot any obvious trends or discrepancies, a l l  survey 
data were f i r s t  arrayed in a contingency ta b le  by the sex of the  
respondent. Eighty-one (50 ,3$) males and 80 (4 9 .7$ ) females were
in terv iew ed. Four males and four females said th a t  they were not aware 
of the proposed power l in e .
The breakdown by the respondents’ sex c o rre la te s  very c lo s e ly  with 
the 1980 census of Missoula County, in which 4 9 .6  percent of the  
re s id e n ts  were male and 50.4 percent female (U.S. Dept, of Commerce 
2 8 -1 8 ) .  The sample was also found to  be homogeneous in terms of age, 
education, and income when compared to  the  1980 Missoula County census. 
No attem pts  were made by the p r in c ip a l in ves tig a to r  to  balance the  
number of male and female respondents. This d iv is io n  occurred s t r i c t l y  
by chance.
20
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T a b le  3
SUMMARY OF RESULTS
No.
TOTAL
Percent No.
MALE 
Perce nt No.
FEMALE
Percent
Interviews Completed 161 — 81 50.3 80 49.7
Aware of Power L 1 ne 153 95.0 77 95.1 76 95.0
For Construction 34 22 .2 18 52.9 16 47.1
Against Construction 75 49 .0 44 58.7 31 41 .3
Undecided 44 28 .8 15 34.1 29 65 .9
If  two questions bore some meaningful re la t io n s h ip ,  they were 
cross-tabu lated  using an IBM 3033 computer and th e  Table Producing 
Language program developed by the Bureau of Labor S t a t is t ic s .  This 
paper Includes only the most re levan t of those c ro s s -tab u la tio n s .
Of th e  153 Informed respondents asked how well Informed they  
perceived themselves to  be about the  proposed p ro je c t ,  13 (8 .5 $ )  of the  
respondents said th a t  they were "very well Informed," 25 (1 6 .3 $ )  said  
th a t  they were "well Informed," 70 (4 5 .8 $ )  sa id  t h a t  they were "somewhat 
Informed," and 45 (2 9 .4 $ )  said th a t  they were " l i t t l e  informed." Males 
were more w i l l i n g  to  describe themselves as Informed than females. 
Nearly 30 percent of the males, fo r  example, said they were w ell 
Informed or very well Informed, w hile  only 19.7$ of the females said  
they were well Informed or very well Informed (Table  4 ) .
21
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T a b !e  4
AMOUNT OF KNOWLEDGE ABOUT POWER LINE
No.
TOTAL
Percent No.
MALE 
Percent No.
FEMALE
Percent
Very Wei 1 Informed 13 8 .5 7 9.1 6 7 .9
Wei 1 Informed 25 16.3 16 20.8 9 11.8
Somewhat Informed 70 45 .8 41 53.2 29 38.2
L i t t l e  Informed 45 29.4 13 16.9 32 42.1
TOTAL 153 100.0 77 100.0 76 100.0
When asked i f  they were aware of the hearings held by the Board of 
Natural Resources and Conservation in Missoula and Helena (question  
number 4, Appendix), s i ig h t ly  over 69 percent of the respondents said 
th a t  they had heard about them. Only s ix  people, th re e  males and th ree  
females, attended one of the hearings, however. F ive went to  the  
Missoula hearing, and one attended both. Three said th a t  they had 
t e s t i f i e d  against the power l in e ,  and three  did not t e s t i f y .  No one 
t e s t i f i e d  in favor of construction  (Table 5 ) .
22
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T a b le  5
AWARE OF BOARD OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND CONSERVATION HEARINGS
No.
TOTAL 
Perce nt No.
MALE
Percent No.
FEMALE
Percent
No 47 30.7 19 24.7 28 36 .8
Yes 106 69 .3 58 75.3 48 63 .2
ATTENDED ; 6 3 3
Mi ssoul a 5 3 2
Helena 1 0 1
Both 1 0 1
TESTIFIED; 3 1 2
In te n s ity  of Preferences
A major c r i t ic is m  of our e le c t io n  procedure Is  t h a t  i t  does not 
ta k e  Into account people’ s preferences. Although not casting  a vote can 
be considered a rough In d ica to r  of preference in te n s i ty ,  people with  
strong fe e lin g s  on s p e c i f ic  Issues have no d ire c t  means of expressing  
these fe e lin g s  because the range of a l te rn a t iv e s  presented a t  the b a l lo t  
box must be extremely narrow (such as "Y es"/’’No" or "For"/"Agai n s t " ) , 
In Montana, to date, pub lic  meetings and hearings are  about th e  only 
means most people have to  express the  In te n s ity  of t h e i r  preferences. A 
properly  designed survey, however, can sample In te n s ity  of preference
23
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from a cross-section  of the c i t i z e n s ,  not ju s t  those t e s t i f y in g .  A
L ik e r t  sca le  ( fo r  example, a te n -p o in t  continuum from "strongly  oppose" 
to  "s tron g ly  favor") is one method to  sample th is  in te n s ity ,  although
respondents do tend to  in c l in e  toward the  middle or undecided po s it io n  
of the scale  (C lark  1976; Warwick and L in in g e r ,  1975).
Survey respondents were asked to  ra te  t h e i r  degree of support or
opposition  to  the transmission l in e  on a scale of one to  ten , with one
being strong ly  in favor of constructio n  and ten being strongly opposed 
to  construction  of the power I ine. Table 6 shows th a t  34 percent of the  
respondents chose the central portion  of the scale ( 5 - 6 ) .  The next most
fre q u e n tly  occurring response of both sexes was ten (very strongly
opposed to  co n stru c tio n ) . Almost 23 percent of the to ta l  chose te n .  By 
c o n tra s t ,  less than s ix  percent responded w ith "one," (very s trongly  in
favor of co nstru c tio n ).
Compari ng the  number of respondents f a l l i n g  between seven and ten  
with those between one and four shows th a t  the m a jo r ity  of the  
respondents were opposed to  construction  of the power l in e  (Table 6 ,  
Summary). Only 17.6 percent f e l l  on the " fo r"  side, w h ile  nearly  
o n e -h a lf  (48.4%) of the respondents said th a t  they were "against"  
co nstru c tion .
A ll of the comments received a t  the pubi ic hearings and in th e  mail 
regarding the d ra f t  Environmental Impact Statement prepared by th e  
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation were opposed to
construction  of a l l  or part of the power l in e .  No one from Missoula 
County t e s t i f i e d  in favor of co nstructio n  a t  e i th e r  of the two public  
hearings.
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Of the  s ix  respondents who had attended one or both of the  
hearings, th ree  said th a t  they rated  themselves as "10 's"  on the sca le ,  
"two were " 7 ' s , " and one was a "1 ."  The th re e  who t e s t i f i e d  included two 
of the "1 0 's "  and a " 7 ."
25
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Table 6
INTENSITY OF PREFERENCE CROSS-TABULATED BY RESPONDENT'S SEX
(For) (1ntensity of Preference) (Aqa1nst)
On a scale of 
1 to 10, are you 
for or against 
construct 1 on? 1 2 3 4 5-6 7 8 9 10
TOTAL (153) 9 0 8 10 52 17 13 9 35
Percent 5.9 5.2 6.5 34.0 11.1 8.5 5.9 22.9
MALE (77) 6 0 3 4 23 10 8 7 16
Percent 7.8 - 3.9 5.2 29.9 13.0 10.4 9.1 20.8
FEMALE (76) 3 0 5 6 29 7 5 2 19
Percent 3.9 - 6.6 7.9 38.2 9.2 6.6 2.6 25.0
TabI e 6
Summary
(For) (Neutral or Undect ded) (Aqa1nst)
1 —4 5 - 6 7 - 1 0
TOTAL (153) 27 52 74
Percent 17.6 34.0 48.4
MALE (77) 13 23 41
Percent 16.9 29.9 53.2
FEMALE (76) 14 29 33
Percent 18.4 38.2 43.4
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The respondents' In te n s ity  of preferences were cro ss-tab u la ted  w ith  
t h e i r  degree of knowledge regarding the power l in e  using the Table  
Producing Language program (see Table 7 ) .  Nearly h a lf  (4 6 .2? ) of those 
who said th a t  they were "very well informed" about the  transmission l in e  
were a lso  "very s trongly  opposed" to  i t s  construction  (1 0 's  on the  
s c a le ) .  Of the "well informed" group, 32 percent were "very strongly  
opposed" to  construction , 16 percent were "opposed" to  co nstruction , and 
16 percent were "neutral or undecided." Opponents of the power l in e  
outnumbered the proponents by b e tte r  than two to  one a t  a l l  lev e ls  of 
inform ation. The most s t r ik in g  f in d in g  is th a t  the number of neutral or 
undecided respondents increased d i re c t ly  with a decline  in information  
u n ti l  s l ig h t ly  more than h a lf  of the se lf-d escribed  " l i t t l e  informed" 
took no posit ion  on th e  transmission I ine.
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Table 7
INTENSITY OF PREFERENCE CROSS-TABULATED BY RESPONDENT'S KNOWLEDGE
(For) (In tensity  of Preference) (AqaInst)
On a scale of 
1 to 10, are you 
for or against 
construction? 1 2 3 4 5-6 7 8 9 10
AMOUNT OF 
KNOWLEDGE
TOTAL
Very Wei 1 
Informed
13
8.5%
2 0 
15.4$ -
0 1
7.7$
1
7.7$
3
23.1$
0 0 6
46.2$
Wei 1
Informed
25
16.3$
2 0 
8.0$ -
1
4.0$
3
12.0$
4
16.0$
0 4
16.0$
3 8 
12.0$ 32.0$
Somewhat
Informed
70
45.8$
2 0 
2.9$ -
6
8.6$
3
4.3$
24
34.3$
9
12.9$
4
5.7$
6 16 
8.6$ 22.9$
L i t t le
Informed
45
29.4$
3 0 
6.7$ -
1
2.2$
3
6.7$
23
51 .1$
5
11.1$
5
11.1$
0 5
11.1$
N = 153
TabIe 7 
Summary
(For) (Neutral or Undecided) (Aqa1nst)
1 -  4 i -  6 7 - 1 0
Very Wei 1 
Informed
13
8.5$
3
23.1$
1
7.7$
9
69.2$
Wei 1
Informed
25
16.3$
6
24.0$
4
16.0$
15
60.0$
Somewhat 
1nformed
70
45.8$
11
15.7$
24
34.3$
35
50.0$
L i t t l e
Informed
45
29.4$
7
15.6$
23
51 .1$
15
33.3$
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When th e  survey respondents were asked I f  they f e l t  th a t  the
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation was se ns it ive  enough to  
the  feel Ings of the people of Montana, 44 said yes, 59 said no, and 50 
said t h a t  they were not sure. When th is  data was cross-tabulated w ith  
the respondents' In ten s ity  of fe e l in g s  regarding construction of the  
power l in e  (Table 8 ) ,  a greater percentage of those who said DNRC was 
not s e n s it iv e  opposed construction . Of those who did feel th a t  DNRC
lis ten ed  to  people, 43 .2  percent f e l l  between seven and ten on the  
In te n s ity  of fe e lin g s  spectrum, 27 .3  percent were In the neutral or
undecided (5 -6 )  area of the sca le , and 2 9 .5  percent f e l l  between one and
fo u r . Nearly 60 percent of the respondents who f e l t  th a t  the department 
was not s e n s it iv e  to  Montanans' fe e l in g s  were opposed to  construction of 
the power I Ine, with 33 .9  percent very s tro ng ly  opposed to  construction  
(10 on the s c a le )  and the remaining 25 .5  percent f a l l in g  between seven 
and n ine. Table 8 Summary shows th e  c o r re la t io n  between people who 
oppose construction and feel th a t  DNRC is  not sens itive  enough to  
Montanans' feel I ngs.
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Table 8
IMTENSITY OF PREFERENCE CROSS-TABULATED BY RESPONDENT'S FEELINGS 
TOWARD THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION
(For) (Intensity Scale) (Aoalnst)
Is DNRC sensi­
t iv e  to peopi e* s 1 2 3 4 5-6 7 8 9 10
feel 1 nos?
Yes: 44 4 0 2 7 12 5 5 2 7
28.6$ 9.1$ 4.5$ 15.9$ 27.3$ 11.4$ 11.4$ 4.5$ 15.9$
No: 59 5 0 3 3 13 5 6 4 20
38.5$ 8.5$ 5.1$ 5.1$ 22.0$ 8.5$ 10.2$ 6.8$ 33.9$
Not 50 0 0 3 0 27 7 2 3 8
Sure: 32.7$ 6.0$ 54.0$ 14.0$ 4,0$ 6.0$ 16.0$
N = 153
TabI e 8 
Summary
(For) (Neutral cr Undecided) (Aoalnst)
1 -  4 5 — 6 7 - 1 0
Yes: 44
28.8$
13
29.5$
12
27.3$
19
43.2$
No: 59 11 13 35
38.5$ 18.6$ 22.0$ 59.3$
Not 50 3 27 20
Sure: 32.7$ 6.0$ 54.0$ 40.0$
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Although not included In t h is  paper due to  space r e s t r ic t io n s ,  the  
respondents' in ten s ity  of fe e l in g s  regarding construction of the power 
l in e  through Missoula County were also cross-tabu lated  with the  
respondents' ages, educations, incomes, and the numbers of years they 
had l iv e d  in Missoula County. Most of the re s u lts  were f a i r l y  evenly 
d is t r ib u te d .  Some of the more in te re s t in g  f in d ings  were th a t  w h ile  most 
of the  respondents were against construction  or undecided, over 53 
percent of the people who liv ed  in the county between 41 and 60 years  
su pp orted  c o n s t r u c t io n .  Younger r e s id e n ts  tended t o  oppose 
co nstru c tion , while older ones tended to  be undecided or support 
constru ction .
When the highest level of education of the respondent was arrayed  
in a contingency ta b le  with the in te n s ity  of fe e lin g s  spectrum, the  
degree of opposition toward the  power l in e  tended to  increase as th e  
level of education increased, w ith the exception of those who said they  
had not completed high school. This group tended to  be more opposed to  
construction  than those who had graduated from high school and those who 
had taken some college courses.
When to ta l  yearly  fam ily  income before taxes was c ro s s -tabu la te d  
w ith  the  in te n s ity  of the respondents' fe e l in g s  fo r  or against  
co n stru c tio n  of the transmission l in e ,  g e n e ra lly , as income increased so 
did opposition  to  construction .
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Tradeoffs
Tradeoff questions are  an e s p e c ia l ly  revealing  way to  determine 
p ub lic  preferences. They req u ire  in d iv id u a ls  to  make choices between 
two or more a l te rn a t iv e s .  Three such questions were asked of the  
respondents to  th is  survey. All of the people who Indicated th a t  they  
had heard of the proposed power I ine were asked I f  the I ine should be 
burled under Rock Creek a t  an a d d it io n a l cost of $8 m i l l io n .  I f  I t  
should be b u i l t  mostly on public land or mostly on p r iv a te  land, and I f  
the power l in e  should be located along e x is t in g  corr idors  or r ig h ts  of 
way, such as the In te rs ta te  highway and r a i l ro a d  tracks . I f  possible  
(Appendix, questions 9 ,  10, and 11 ).
The Rock Creek crossing generated more public comment than any 
other aspect of the power l in e .  DNRC received 15 le t t e r s  from 
In d iv id u a ls  and le t te r s  from f iv e  In te re s t  groups or associations  
regarding the Rock Creek crossing. P e t i t io n s  favoring  placing the power 
I Ine underground were signed by 355 people, and 250 people signed 
p e t it io n s  protesting any crossing of the creek whatsoever. The Missoula 
City  CounclI passed a reso lu tio n  opposing th e  crossing and th e  Rock 
(3~eek P ro te c tiv e  Association sent a l e t t e r  to  DNRC saying th a t  they were 
In th e  process of seeking a court In ju n c t io n  to  stop construction of the  
crossing (DNRC Final E IS , 1983). I t  Is  not s u rp r is in g , then, th a t  over 
81 percent of the telephone survey respondents said th a t  they were aware 
of the Rock Creek crossing.
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Respondents were to ld  th a t  the power l in e  would span Rock Creek 
south of the  C lark Fork River and th a t  several environmental groups had 
opposed crossing t h is  Blue Ribbon t ro u t  stream u n ti l  they were o ffe re d ,  
and had accepted, $1.65 m il l io n  in m it ig a t io n  to  pay fo r  conservation  
pro jec ts  in th e  Rock Creek drainage. The In te rv ie w er to ld  them th a t  
impacts to  the area could have been reduced i f  the l in e  was burled under 
the creek, but th a t  would have cost an estim ated $8 m i l l io n  more. They
were to ld  th a t  the to ta l  cost of construction  of the power l in e  was
about $220 m i l l io n ,  and asked i f  they thought th a t  th is  ex tra  cost would 
be j u s t i f i e d  (question number 9, Appendix). The m ajo r ity  of the  153 
respondents answering th is  question said t h a t  they did not th ink  th a t  i t  
would be worth the e x tra  expense to  bury the power l in e  under Rock Creek
(see Table 9 ) .  Over h a lf  said th a t  the l in e  should not be buried, w hile
34 percent thought th a t  i t  should be. Another 12.4 percent said th a t  
they were not sure, and four people gave other a l te rn a t iv e s ,  such as 
placing the l in e  on the other side of the C lark  Fork v a l le y .
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TabIe 9 
SHOULD POWER LINE BE BURIED UNDER ROCK CREEK?
NUMBER PERCENT
No 78 51 .0
Yes 52 3 4 .0
Not Sure 19 12.4
Other 4 2 .6
N = 153
Tradeoff questions such as th is  are probably the most r e a l i s t i c  
method of gathering th e  p u b lic 's  fe e lin g s  on a l te r n a t iv e s  th a t  cost 
money. I t  Is easy fo r  th e  respondent to  answer yes to  the most costly  
a l te rn a t iv e  when he or she has no comprehension of how much the  
a lte rn a t iv e  w i l l  cost In r e la t io n  to  other o p tio n s . Arrington and 
Jordan (1982) found t h a t  c i t i z e n  support fo r  local government services  
decreased when the respondents to  t h e i r  survey were asked whether they 
would be w i l l in g  to  pay the  additional costs of these Increased services  
d i r e c t ly .
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Parai le i inq
The Board of Natural Resources and Conservation has a policy of 
using e x is t in g  u t i l i t y  c o rr id o rs  to  s i te  new power l in e s  whenever 
possib le  to  reduce the  environmental and economic impacts of b u ild in g  a 
new transmission l in e .  This use of a c o rr id o r  fo r  more than one 
f a c i l i t y  is c a lle d  " p a r a l le l in g ."  P a r a l le l in g  prevents (or a t  leas t  
delays) the need to  open new c o rr id o rs  through undeveloped land. Access 
roads can be shared, maintenance costs reduced, and less disturbance to  
the environment should r e s u l t  i f  u t i l i t i e s  are constructed p a ra l le l  to  
each other in the same c o rr id o r .  DNRC stated in i t s  f in a l  EIS (1983) 
th a t  i f  the e x is t in g  B on nev ille  Power A d m in is tra tio n 's  2 3 0 -k i lo v o l t  
power l in e  between Garrison and Hot Springs were p a ra l le le d  by the new 
5 0 0 -k i lo v o l t  l in e ,  vacant r ig h t-o f -w a y  owned by BPA could be used, 
minimizing land a c q u is it io n  costs and d isruption  to  v i r g in  land. The 
major problem with p a ra l le l in g  the e x is t in g  2 3 0 -k i lo v o l t  l in e  through 
western Montana was t h a t  most of the  route  of the e x is t in g  l in e  is 
located in the C lark Fork R iver v a l le y  where the m a jo r ity  of the  
population is also located.
BPA o r ig in a l ly  proposed p a r a l le l in g  approximately 150 miles of 
e x is t in g  transmission l in e s  in th e  Clark Fork River v a l le y ,  but pu b lic  
opposition forced BPA and DNRC to  adopt a d i f f e r e n t  ro u te  through 
National Forest land, which did not p a ra l le l  the e x is t in g  l in e s .
In i t s  f in a l  environmental impact statement, DNRC said t h a t  
(1 9 8 3 :5 2 ) ,  "In choosing a preferred  ro u te , DNRC and BPA recognized  
strong pu b lic  concern and gave much weight to  s o c ia l ,  v is u a l ,  and
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re c re a t io n a l c o n c e r n s . .T h e  weight accorded to  (these concerns) favored  
segments and routes away from people and t h e i r  a c t iv i t i e s ,  precluding  
most o p p o rtu n it ie s  fo r  p a r a l le l in g . . . .G iv e n  grea t public concern, DNRC 
did not feel the advantages of routes  th a t  conformed to  the  Board's  
p o licy  (o f p a ra l le l in g )  outweighed the  disadvantages." PubI ic comment 
a t  th e  14 Bonneville  Power A dm in istration  hearings also demonstrated a 
strong p u b lic  opposition to  p a r a l le l in g ,  DNRC said in the  f in a l  EIS 
(1 983 ). Therefore, the adverse social impacts of p a ra l le l in g  would 
o f f s e t  any advantages gained by reducing damage to  the natural 
resources, the department concluded.
Respondents to  the telephone survey thought otherwise, however. 
Respondents were asked i f  they thought the power l in e  should be b u i l t  
along e x is t in g  c o rr id o rs  such as in te r s ta te  Highway 90 and th e  ra i i ro a d  
t ra c k s ,  i f  possible. Nearly 80 percent of the  153 respondents who 
answered t h is  question said th a t  they f e l t  th a t  I t  should be. Only 16 
percent said no. I t  should not (Table  10 ).
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T a b le  10
SHOULD POWER LINE BE BUILT ALONG EXISTING CORRIDORS,
IF POSSIBLE?
NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 122 79.7
No 25 16.3
Not Sure 6 3 .9
N = 153
In order to  determine i f  the p u b lic  hearing process accurate ly  
re f le c te d  the  fe e lin g s  of the informed but a p a th e t ic ,  the responses to  
th is  question were cross-tabu lated  w ith  the respondent's degree of 
knowledge regarding th e  power l in e .  Nearly 70 percent of the  
respondents who considered themselves "very well informed" and 72 
percent of the "well informed" respondents favored p a ra l le l in g  (Table  
11). Only 23 percent of the very well informed and 28 percent of the  
well informed were opposed. In t h is  case, the  public  hearing process 
did not r e f l e c t  the fe e l in g s  of the  Informed m a jo r ity .
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T a b le  11
AMOUNT OF KNOWLEDGE ABOUT POWER LINE CROSS-TABULATED BY
RESPONDENT’ S PREFERENCE FOR SITING THE POWER L INE
Should Power L i ne Be B u i l t  al onq E x is t in g  Corridors?
YES NO NOT
SURE
AMOUNT OF TOTAL 122 25 6
KNOWLEDGE 79.7% 16.3% . 4.0%
Very Well Informed 13 9 3 1
6 .5 Î 69.2% 23.1% 7.7%
Well Informed 25 18 7 0
16.3% 72.0% 28.0% —
Somewhat Informed 70 58 10 2
45.8% 82.9% 14.3% 2.8%
L i t t l e  Informed 45 37 5 3
29.4% 82.2% 11.1% 6.7%
N = 153
The responses to  the  p a ra l le l in g  question were also cross-tabulated  
with the respondents’ in te n s ity  of fe e l in g s  regarding construction of the  
power l in e  to  see i f  th ere  was any meaningful re la t io n s h ip  between the  
strength of the respondents’ fe e lin g s  and whether they thought the power 
l in e  should fo llow  the e x is t in g  c o rr id o rs . Table 12 shows th a t  those who 
were neutral or opposed to  construction of the power l in e  were c le a r ly  in 
favor of p a r a l le l in g .  Eighty percent of those who considered themselves 
10’ s were in favor of p a ra l le l in g  w hile  s l ig h t ly  over 14 percent were
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not. Nearly 85 percent of the neutral or undecided respondents were in 
favor or p a ra l le l in g .  These f in d in g s  also do not c o r r e la te  with the
testimony a t  the hearings.
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Table 12
im-ENSITY OF PREFERENCE CROSS-TABULATED BY RESPONDENT'S 
PREFERENCE TO SITING TNE POWER LINE
(For) ( In te n s ity  Scale) (A qaInst)
Should power lin e
be b u i l t  along 1 2 3 4 5-6 7 8 9 10
e x is t!n o  corridors?
Yes: 122 6 0 4 5 44 15 12 8 28
66.7$ 50.0$ 50.0$ 84.6$ 88.2$ 92.3$ 88.9$ 80.0$
No: 25 3 0 2 5 6 2 1 1 5
33.3$ 25.0$ 50.0$ 11.5$ 11.8$ 7.7$ 11.1$ 14.3$
Not 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 2
Sure: 6 25.0$ 3.9$ 5.7$
TOTAL 153 9 0 8 10 52 17 13 9 35
Table 12 
Summary
(For) (Neutral or Undecided) (Aoalnst)
1 -  5 5 - 6 7 - 1 0
Yes: 122 15 44 63
55.6$ 84.6$ 85.1$
No: 25 10 6 9
37.0$ 11.5$ 12.2$
Not 6 2 2 2
Sure: 7.4$ 3.9$ 2.7$
TOTAL 153 27 52 74
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Major Concerns
The respondents were also asked what t h e i r  major concern regarding  
co nstructio n  of the power l in e  was (question  8 , Appendix). Of th e  153 
responding t o  th is  open-ended question , nearly 20 percent answered 
"damage to  the environment" (see Table 1 3 ) .  Another 18 percent said  
"need" was t h e i r  major concern. Fourteen percent said th a t  they had no 
major concerns regarding the construction of the transmission l in e .  The 
visual impact or aesthetics  of the power l in e  was a concern of only 8 .5  
percent of the respondents, followed by s ix  percent mentioning the cost  
of constructing  th e  l in e .  " E le c tr ic a l  e f fe c ts "  and the routing  of the  
l in e  t ie d  w ith  5 .2  percent each, fo llowed c lo se ly  with " e f fe c ts  on 
w i ld l i f e "  and sending power out of s ta te ,  t ie d  with 4 .6  percent each. 
An in te re s t in g  note is th a t  the seven respondents who were concerned 
about the  e f fe c ts  of construction of the  power l in e  on w ild l i f e  were al I 
female, w hile  s ix  of the seven who were concerned about shipping th e  
power out of s ta te  were male. Six people said th a t  they wanted 
construction  jobs to  go to  local people, i f  possib le . Other concerns 
mentioned included the  precedence of opening new co rr id o rs , damage to  
the land, and damage to  the natural resources.
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T a b le  13
WHAT, IF ANY, IS YOUR MAJOR CONCERN ABOUT 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE POWER LINE?
NUMBER PERCENT
Damage to  Environment 30 19.6
Need 26 18.3
None 21 13.7
A esthetics /V isua l Impact 13 8.5
Cost 9 5 .9
E le c t r ic a l  E ffe c ts 6 5.2
Route or S it in g 8 5 .2
E ffe c ts  on Wildl i fe 7 4.6
Sending Power Out of S tate 7 4 .6
Construction Jobs to  Local Peopl e 6 3 .9
Other 16 10.5
N = 153
Table 14 compares th e  major concerns of the  people who t e s t i f i e d  a t  
the Board of Natural Resources and Conservation hearings in Missoula and 
Helena in the spring o f 1983 with the major concerns expressed by the  
telephone survey respondents. In several cases, i t  seems th a t  the  
in terested  and vocal m inority  who t e s t i f i e d  a t  the  hearings did not 
speak fo r  the m a jo r ity  of Missoula County re s id e n ts .
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T a b le  14
MAJOR CONCERNS AT THE MISSOULA AND HELENA PUBLIC HEARINGS 
COMPARED TO THE MAJOR CONCERNS EXPRESSED BY 
THE TELEPHONE SURVEY RESPONDENTS
HEARINGS' TELEPHONE SURVEY
MAJOR CONCERN Number of 
Comments*
Percent* Number of 
Comments
Percent
R oute /S it ing 15 37.5 8 5 .2
Aestheti cs/VIsual 
Impact
9 22.5 13 8.5
0 th er 9 22.5 9 5.9
W i ld l i f e 8 20 .0 7 4 .6
Need 5 12.4 28 18.3
Damage to  Environment 5 12.4 30 19.6
Damage to  Natural 
Resources
4 10.0 2 1 .3
Minimum Harm to  Land 4 10.0 2 1 .3
Precedence (Opening 
New Corridors)
2 5 .0 3 2 .0
Cost 2 5.0 9 5 .9
E le c tr ic a l  E ffe c ts 2 5 .0 8 5 .2
Jobs to  Local People 1 2.5 6 3 .9
Power Sent Out of S ta te 0 0 .0 7 4 .6
None 0 0.0 21 13.7
*  Note: Forty people t e s t i f i e d ;  however, several people s ta ted  more
than one concern during t h e i r  testim onies .
1 Source: Board of Natural Resources and Conservation hearing
tra n s c r ip ts .
43
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
BPA (1 9 8 3 :1 -4 ) ,  in i t s  f in a l  environmental Impact statement on the  
p ro je c t ,  stated th a t  i t  had received "about 375 comments addressed to  
th e  issue of b i o lo g ic a l /e le c t r ic a l ,  rad io /TV , and noise e f f e c t s . "  This  
amounts to  21 percent of the to ta l  comments th a t  BPA received. However, 
a t  th e  hearings, only two people mentioned th e  e le c t r ic a l  e f fe c ts  of the  
transm ission l in e  and only e ig h t  of the telephone survey respondents 
said th a t  th is  was t h e i r  g re a te s t concern.
BPA received about 360 comments (20$) concerning the cost of the  
power l in e .  Cost was mentioned by only f iv e  percent of the people 
t e s t i f y in g  a t  the two board hearings and 5 .9  percent of the telephone  
survey respondents.
According to  DNRC's f in a l  EIS (1 9 8 3 :7 3 ) ,  "The growing awareness of 
th e  l i n e ’ s potentia l impacts and of the apparent power surplus in the  
Northwest lead many to  ask why the l in e  is  needed." BPA received only  
170 (9 $ ) comments addressing the need fo r  the l in e  and the e le c t r i c i t y  
th a t  i t  would tra n s p o rt west (BPA, 1983). However, need was mentioned 
by 12 percent of those t e s t i f y in g  a t  the  BNRC hearings and 18 percent of 
th e  telephone survey respondents.
According to  Lopach (1 9 8 3 ) ,  th e  issue of whether the power l in e  was 
needed dates back to  the i n i t i a l  discussion about s i t in g  of the Col s t r ip  
power p lants  in the mid-1970s. The c e r t i f i c a t e  fo r  the construction  of 
the  generating f a c i l i t y  and the transm ission lin es  could have been 
denied by the Board of Natural Resources and Conservation on th e  grounds 
t h a t  the f a c i l i t y  was not needed. The s t a f f  of the Department of 
Natural Resources and Conservation predicted t h a t  more than 70 percent
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of the e l e c t r i c i t y  produced a t  the p lan ts  would be sent out of s ta te  and 
recommended th a t  the  Board deny the perm it. The s ta f f  recommendation
was o v e rru le d , however, and the  p ro je c t  was approved.
Over 37 percent of the comments recorded a t  the hearings concerned 
the ro u te  or s i t in g  of the power 1 I ne. Only 5 .2  percent of the
telephone survey respondents mentioned t h is  as t h e i r  major concern, and 
SPA (1983) iogged s l ig h t ly  ever 100 (6%) comments on th is  concern (BRA 
Final EIS 1-4, 1 -5 ) .
A esthetics  was another major concern of those te s t i f y in g  a t  both
hearings. Over 22 percent mentioned t h a t  they would not l ik e  to  look a t
the power l in e  or th a t  i t  would d is ru p t th e  naturai se tt in g  of the
area . BPA received 350 (.22% )  comments about the aes th etics  of the power 
l in e ,  but only 8 .5  percent of the telephone survey respondents said t h a t  
t h is  was t t e i  r  main concern.
Summary of Survey Results
1. N in e ty - f iv e  percent of the Missoula County residents  surveyed were 
aware of the proposed BPA power I i ne.
2 .  Of those aware of the power I ine, n early  50 percent were opposed to
co n stru c tio n , 29 percent were undecided, and 22 percent favored
construc tio n .
3 .  Nearly h a lf  of those who considered themselves very well informed 
about the  transmission l in e  were very strongly opposed to  i ts
co n stru c tio n , w hile  s l ig h t ly  over h a l f  of the respondents who said 
they were l i t t l e  informed were neutral or undecided.
45
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
4 . As th e  respondent’ s amount of knowledge regarding the power l in e  
decreased, so did the amount of opposition  to  construction of the  
power l in e .
5 . Although the  Rock Creek crossing generated more pubi Ic comment than  
any o ther  aspect of the power l in e ,  over h a lf  of the survey 
respondents were opposed to  spending an ad d it iona l $8 m i l l io n  to  
bury the power l in e  where i t  crossed the stream.
6 . Testimony a t  public  hearings and p e t i t io n s  and le t te r s  convinced 
the B onnev ille  Power Adm inistration and the Department and Board of 
Natural Resources and Conservation t h a t  the power l in e  should be 
constructed on pu b lic  land away from populated areas. When the  
survey respondents were asked I f  they thought the power l in e  should 
be s itu a ted  on public  land or fo llow  e x is t in g  tran sp o rta tio n  and 
u t i l i t y  c o rr id o rs  such as In te rs ta te  Highway 90 and the ra i l ro a d  
tra c k s , nearly  80 percent said th a t  I t  should. Only 16 percent 
said t h a t  I t  should not.
7 .  Damage to  the  environment and need (whether or not the e le c t r i c i t y  
th a t  the power l in e  would tra n s p o rt was needed) were expressed as 
the  two g re a te s t  concerns of the survey respondents (19.6$ and 
18.3$ , r e s p e c t iv e ly ) .  The route or s i t in g  of the power l in e  and 
the  ae s th e tic s  or visual Impact I t  would cause were the most common 
concerns of those te s t i f y in g  a t  the p u b lic  hearings conducted by 
th e  Board of Natural Resources and Conservation In Missoula and 
Helena (37 .5$  and 2 2 ,5 $ , re s p e c t iv e ly ) .
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8 . The co n tra d ic t io n  of the telephone survey r e s u lts  with the hearing  
testimony and le t te r -c o u n t in g  Is the major f in d in g  of th is  survey. 
This f in d in g  c le a r ly  shows t h a t  the testimony given a t  the hearings 
and the le t te r s  and signatures on the p e t i t io n s  did not accurately  
r e f le c t  the fe e l in g s  of the general population of Missoula County. 
U sually , the people th a t  w r i te  le t t e r s  and t e s t i f y  a t  hearings are  
the people who are  most d i re c t ly  a ffec ted  by a p ro je c t .  In th is  
case, a vocal m ino rify  forced BPA to  b laze a new and costly  
co rr id o r  through the  western Montana w ild erness . TTiere were many 
others who were informed and had opinions but not the m otivation to  
attend the hearings or to  w r i te  le t t e r s .
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C h ap ter 5
THE COSTS OF "PUBLIC PARTICIPATION"
The PubIIc  Hearings
F ive  professional s t a f f  members, including the d ire c to r  and deputy 
d ire c to r  of the Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, 
attended th e  March 10-11 , 1983 pub! Ic hearing conducted by the Board of
Natural Resources and Conservation In Missoula. In most cases,
professional anployees working fo r  the S ta te  of Montana must be granted 
compensatory time o ff  equal to  the number of hours they work beyond 
t h e i r  mandatory 80 hours during a fwo-week period. Th irteen  hours of 
conp time was granted the DNRC rep res en ta tiv es  the f i r s t  day. Ten more 
hours of compensatory time was earned by DNRC s t a f f  on March 11. 
Lodging and meal costs to ta le d  $120, March 10, and $112.50, March 11. 
Payments to  the seven members of the Board of Natural Resources and 
Conservation fo r  meals, lodging, and trav e l to ta le d  $1 ,749. The hearing
examiner charged the  Department $1,637 for conducting th e  fwo-day
hearing , and the co urt re p o r te r  charged $663 to  record the hearing and 
prepare the t ra n s c r ip t .  The U n iv e rs ity  of Montana b i l le d  DNRC $270 for  
use of i t s  meeting room to  hold the hearings. The to ta l  cost to  the  
appi Icants fo r  the Missoula hearing was over $4,550.
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The May 6 Helena hearing cost $1,418 in Board expenses, $570 in 
legal fe e s , $1,100 in expert w itness fees , and 22 -1 /2  hours of 
compensatory time earned by DNRC employees. The to ta l  cost fo r  the  
Helena hearing was $3,088.
The to ta l  cost fo r  the two hearings was over $7 ,600. (Source: 
DNRC F isca l Bureau) I t  was ou ts ide  the scope of th is  research paper to  
compile a l l  of the costs to  BPA fo r  t h e i r  "pubI ic input" process.
One other s ig n i f ic a n t ,  but immeasurable cost associated with th e
pubI ic hearing process is the cost to  the public  to  attend the  hearing . 
The cost of t r a v e l ,  babys itt ing  expenses, meals, lodging, time away from 
work and th e  fam ily and, in many cases, the expenses of h ir in g  an 
a tto rn e y  to  represent th e i r  in te re s ts  are s u b s ta n t ia l .
The Telephone Survey
Telephone surveys can be a very quick and economical way for
decision-makers to  gather pub lic  fe e l in g s  regarding major issues. The 
actual process of se lec ting  th e  random sample and t ra n s fe r r in g  th e  
telephone numbers onto the survey instruments took the p r in c ipa l  
in v e s t ig a to r  6 - 1 /2  hours. The to ta l  time spent conducting th e  survey by 
the p r in c ip a l in v e s tig a to r  was 4 6 -1 /2  hours. I f  the c a l ls  were 
conducted by college in te rn s , th e  cost to  the bureaucracy and th e
a p p lic a n t  would be minimal, and the students would have a v a lu a b le  
t r a in in g  experience. DNRC has been re g u la r ly  contacted by the
U n iv e rs ity  of Montana, Montana S ta te  U n iv e rs ity ,  and C arro ll C ollege  
regarding th e  placement of in terns w ith in  th e  agency, so help is  r e a d i ly  
ava l i a b le .
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Most of these in terns could capably handle the telephone survey 
process w ith  minimal supervision . Even i f  in terns  were not a v a i la b le ,  
h ig h e r- le v e l s e c re ta r ia l  s ta f f  could be used to  conduct the survey, and 
the costs to  the ap p licants  would be s ig n i f ic a n t ly  less than the cost of 
conducting pub lic  hearings.
The process of coding the  completed surveys took one hour, and 
en te r in g  th e  re s u lts  in to  the computer took 4 -1 /2  hours. (This time 
could probably be cut in h a lf  by data entry  operators fa m i l ia r  with  
computer op eration  and the keyboard.) At $10.00 per hour, the sample 
s e le c t io n , telephone survey, coding, and data entry would have cost 
$575. The telephone t o l l  charges fo r  the completed interviews cost an 
average of $2 .21 each , or $355.81 t o t a l  fo r  th e  161 com pleted  
in terv iew s. Computer charges to  process the cross-tabuI ations u t i l i z i n g  
the Table Producing Language cost $11 .90 . Therefore , the to ta l  cost fo r  
the telephone survey was under $942.
A comparison of the two methods shows t h a t  the telephone survey 
would have added less than $1,000 to  the $7,600 cost of DNRC’ s pu b lic  
input process. This is  a small p r ice  to  pay considering t h a t  th is  
segment of the power l in e  from Townsend west cost over $222 m i l l io n  to  
b u ild .
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Chapter 6 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
C it iz e n  surveys can be a very economical "real Ity  check" fo r  
Montana's decision-makers. In th is  case, BPA could have saved the $1,55 
m il l io n  fo r  m it ig a t io n  measures a t  the Rock Creek crossing i f  the route  
recommended by th e  m a jo r i t y  o f th e  in form ed survey respondents  
p a ra l le l in g  e x is t in g  transmission lin es , r a i l ro a d s ,  and highways in the  
Clark Fork R iver v a l le y  had been fo llowed. Surveys not only cost  
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  less than other organized methods of s o l ic i t in g  public  
Involvement, they are  f a s t ,  r e la t iv e ly  unaffected by special in te re s t  
groups, and the data r e f le c t s  th e  feel ings of the general pubi ic .
Surveys conducted e a r ly  in the decision-making process w i l l  more 
than l i k e ly  r e s u l t  in Id e n t i f ic a t io n  of a l te rn a t iv e s  th a t  have not been 
i n i t i a l l y  considered. Surveying a t  th is  stage can help to  assure th a t  
no special in te re s ts  or reasonable a l te rn a t iv e s  a re  overlooked, as well 
as i l lu s t r a t e  the goals , issues, hopes, and concerns of the p u b lic . The 
re s u lts  should help determine which a l te r n a t iv e s  survive the early  
screening process. And, the impact ca tegories  and measures presented 
w i l l  es tab lish  the scope of fu r th e r  impact a n a ly s is  and place the  
evaluation process on a much stronger fo o tin g  (M c A l l is te r ,  1980). If  an 
agency has a pulse on pub lic  sentiment e a r ly  in th e  decision-making  
process, t h e i r  f in a l  decision w i l l  be more In l in e  w ith  what the public  
wants.
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Surveys should be only a p a rt  of a varied process to  gather input 
from c i t iz e n s ,  however, A broad range of views from a l l  who are  
in te res ted  or a ffec ted  by a proposed major f a c i l i t y  should be co llec ted  
u t i l i z i n g  surveys, hearings, and other pu b lic  involvement methods. 
Aside from the few chosen in th e  survey sample, the  public  gains no 
fe e l in g  of p a r t ic ip a t io n  from such an e f f o r t ,  and so i t  should come as 
no surprise i f  the f in a l  recommendations meet with strong opposition  
th a t  d id n ' t  appear In the survey. Other methods must continue to  be 
u t i l i z e d  in conjunction with the survey so th a t  everyone who wants to  
has an opportunity to  a c t iv e ly  p a r t ic ip a te  in the decision-making  
process.
The c i t iz e n  survey should not replace the  public  hearing in 
Montana's f a c i l i t y  s i t in g  process, but i t  can supplement and balance 
testimony presented a t  the hearings. Open meetings and public  hearings, 
in conjunction with w r i t te n  input as required by the Montana Major 
F a c i l i t y  S it in g  Act, w i l l  help to  ensure th a t  the segments of the  pubi ic 
th a t  are not represented through other channels have a chance to  hear 
the issues and be heard. The added cost of a c i t i z e n  survey. In almost 
a ll  cases, can e a s i ly  be j u s t i f i e d ,  and the security  of knowing th a t  the  
Information a v a i la b le  represents  th e  fe e lin g s  of the m a jo r ity  of the  
p ub lic  should be reassuring to  the decision makers. I t  is  l i k e ly  th a t  
th e  p u b lic 's  propensity to  become involved w i l l  continue to  decline  as 
more and more of the population becomes ass im ila ted  in to  the anonymity 
of modern urban l i f e .  Faced with th is  problan, public  involvement 
programs can only succeed i f  they are c a rr ie d  in to  the p u b l ic 's  home
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ground, e . g . ,  t h e i r  homes. To allow  people the freedom to  respond to  
the  issues in th e ir  own words. In th e i r  own homes, may be the only way
to  reach a broad spectrum of the  population In the fu tu re .  Since
re le v a n t  comments can only be gathered from an informed p u b lic , s ta te  
agencies must s t r iv e  to  get in form ation to  the public and to  c le a r  up 
any misconceptions. Then, the agencies must l is te n .  By l is te n in g  to  
the  p u b lic , agencies can avoid many of the c o n f l ic ts  th a t  have plagued
major f a c i l i t y  s i t in g  decisions in the past.
Since in te rp re ta t io n  and a n a ly s is  of survey data takes place in the  
p o l i t i c a l  arena, i t  can occas ion a lly  become embroiled In controversy  
associated with the p o l i t ic a l  process, but th is  w i l l  also r e s u l t  in a 
more v a l id  and useful information base when i t  comes time to  make the  
f in a l  decis ion. I t  w i l l  id e n t i fy  a broader spectrum of issues, issues 
t h a t  the decision makers may not have even considered. C o n f l ic t  in the  
decision-making process is  in e v i ta b le ,  and the c a re fu l ly  conducted 
c i t iz e n  survey w i l l  not e n t i r e ly  e l im in a te  confrontations with po larized  
c o n s titu e n ts , but i t  can bring out and focus the  c o n f l ic t  well in 
advance of the deadline fo r  making a decis ion .
Research ind icates t h a t  the  public  is  genera lly  w i l l in g  to  spend 
time answering reasonable qu estions . A S t.  Petersburg, F lo r id a  survey 
f i r m  found t h a t  c i t i z e n s  appeared  h ig h ly  in te r e s t e d  in a 
government-sponsored survey, and the biggest problem was to  complete the  
In te rv iew  t a c t f u l l y  without spending excessive time on th e  phone (C la rk ,  
1976). This was also the case w ith  the survey of c i t iz e n s '  in Missoula
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County. The princ ipa l in vestiga tor found almost a l l  of the respondents
eager to  express th e i r  opinions. Many ended the conversation w ith ,
'Thank you fo r  asking my op in ion ."
Another concern is whether or not people are becoming over-sampled 
by c i t i z e n  surveys to  the point where they resent the in tru s ion  in to  
t h e i r  l iv e s .  This was not a problem with th is  survey, ana the  small 
sample used would r e s u l t  in most households being sampled less than once 
each generation , even i f  such surveys were undertaken annually.
Some c r i t i c s  feel th a t  surveys w i l l  a le r t  c i t iz e n s  to  problems th a t  
they had not been concerned with p rev io u s ly . in other words, even
though a small portion of the population is surveyed, the re s u lts  are  
l i k e ly  to  be widely pub lic ized . Therefore , c i t iz e n s  could become aware 
of problems th a t  they had not thought of p r io r  to  the re lease of the  
r e s u lts .  An agency, however, should not expect any more adverse 
p u b l ic i ty  from a re lease  of survey r e s u l ts  than th a t  from the re lea se  of 
an environmental impact statement t h a t  f a i le d  to  study a l te rn a t iv e s
about which c e r ta in  publics f e l t  s tro ng ly .
Recommendati ons
This paper i l lu s t r a t e s  th e  usefulness of r e la t iv e ly  inexpensive 
survey research in as certa in in g  c i t i z e n s '  preferences. Although the  
study was l im ite d  to  decisions concerning energy f a c i l i t y  s i t in g ,  the  
procedures examined fo r  obtain ing c i t i z e n  input could be u t i l i z e d  w ith  
almost any public  issue. Future research should th e re fo re  r e p l ic a t e  
t h is  study w ith other kinds of issues. The knowledge gained through
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th is  type of research would be of b e n e f i t  to  public  o f f i c i a l s  and 
conmunity leaders concerned with the problem of s tim u lating  and
obta in ing  g rea te r  c i t i z e n  p a r t ic ip a t io n  in th e  decision-making process.
The f in d in g s  suggest th a t  the conventional wisdom concerning 
c i t i z e n  p a r t ic ip a t io n  and s t a f f  recommendations in f a c i l i t y  s i t in g  
decisions needs to  be re-examined. While the study does not provide the 
data necessary to  prove the conventional wisdom i ncorrect. I t  does 
suggest a need fo r  a systematic evaluation of th e  re la t io n s h ip  between 
c i t i z e n  p a r t ic ip a t io n ,  s t a f f  recommendations, and decisions made in the  
context of the p u b lic  hearing process.
I hope th a t  others w i l l  continue to  experiment and re f in e  survey 
instruments th a t  r e l ia b ly  and v a l id ly  e n l i s t  the aid of survey 
respondents in determining the  s i t in g  of major energy f a c i l i t i e s  in 
Montana and other s ta te s .  When the costs of these f a c i l i t i e s  to
in d iv id ua ls  and th e  environment are  considered, i t  may be found th a t  
some options which seem to  be f r i l l s  have enormous support from the
general population, w h ile  oftier options t h a t  seem much more logical to
the bureaucrats may have very l i t t l e  support from the general p u b lic .
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Phone num ber_______________  Date con tac ted   T im e __________ am pm
Address _______________________________  Zone_______  Sex: M F A ttem pts : 1 2 3 4 5 6
HELLO, THIS IS JIM BOND IN HELENA. I 'M  CONDUCTING A TELEPHONE SURVEY OF PEOPLE 
IN MISSOULA COUNTY FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA TO LEARN YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT BONNEVILLE 
POWER ADMINISTRATION’ S POWER LINE BETWEEN GARRISON. MONTANA AND SPOKANE, WASHINGTON.
YOUR TELEPHONE NUMBER 'WAS DRAWN IN A RANDOM SAMPLE OF MISSOULA COUNTY. I 'M  NOT SELLING 
ANYTHING. I 'D  LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS. YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE COMPLETELY 
CONFIDENTIAL AND CO^BINED WITH THOSE OF OTHER COUNTY RESIDENTS FOR ANALYSIS. THIS 
WILL ONLY TAKE ABOUT 10 MINUTES, okay ( ) {c o n t in u e ) ,  no ( ) (IS  THERE A BEHER TIME 
TO CALL, IT 'S  IMPORTANT THAT EVERYONE IN THE SAMPLE I AM CALLING PARTICIPATES.)
1. BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION IS BUILDING A 500-KIL0V0LT POWER LINE FROM GARRISON, 
ACROSS ROCK CREEK, THROUGH THE MILLER CREEK AREA SOUTH OF MISSOULA. AND OVER BLUE 
MOUNTAIN. THE POWER LINE WILL CONTINUE THROUGH WESTERN MONTANA AND IDAHO, CONNECTING 
WITH BPA'S TRANSMISSION SYSTEM NEAR SPOKANE. HAVE YOU HEARD ABOUT THIS POWER LINE?
yes ( ) con tinue  no ( ) go to  012
2. HOW INFORMED WOULD YOU SAY YOU ARE REGARDING THIS TRANSMISSION LINE? ( read c h o ice s )
VERY WELL INFORMED ( ) ;  WELL INFORMED ( ) ;  SOMEWHAT INFORMED { ) ;  LITTLE INFORMED { )
3. THROUGH WHAT MEDIA DID YOU LEARN THE MOST ABOUT THE POWER LINE? ( read cho ices) 
TELEVISION ( ) ;  NEWSPAPER ( ) ;  RADIO ( ) ;  ALL ABOUT EQUALLY ( ) ;  o th e r________________
4. THE MONTANA BOARD OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION HELD PUBLIC HEARINGS IN 
MISSOULA IN MARCH AND HELENA IN MAY. DID YOU KNOW THAT THE HEARINGS WERE BEING HELD?
yes ( ) — ^  I no ( )
4a. HOW DID YOU HEAR ABOUT THEM? |  4b. IF  YOU HAD KNOWN, WOULD YOU HAVE
AHENDED ONE? yes ( ) ;  no ( )
4c, DID YOU ATTEND EITHER OF THE HEARINGS? I  ( go to 05)
yes ( ) ^  no ( ) ( go to  qs>" —  ■
4d. WHICH ONE? M issoula ( ) ;  Helena ( ) bo th  ( )
4e. DID YOU TESTIFY? yes ( ) FOR ( ) OR AGAINST ( )? no ( )
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5. AS OF TODAY, ARE YOU FOR OR AGAINST CONSTRUCTION OF THE POWER LINE?
fo r  ( ) aga ins t ( ) no t sure ( ) d o n 't care ( )
6. ON A SCALE OF ONE TO TEN. WITH ONE BEING STRONGLY IN FAVOR OF CONSTRUCTION AND TEH 
BEING STRONGLY OPPOSED TO CONSTRUCTION OF THE POWER LINE, HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR 
OPINION? fo r  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 a g a in s t ________
7. DID YOU WRITE A LETTER TO THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION OR THE DEPARTMENT 
OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION EXPRESSING YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT THE POWER LINE?
_______________ yes ( )___________ no ( )_______________________________________________
8. WHAT, IF  ANY, IS YOUR MAJOR CONCERN ABOUT CONSTRUCTION OF THE POWER LINE?
( probe fo r  s p e c if ic s )  ___________________________________________________________________
9. ARE YOU AWARE OF THE ROCK CREEK CROSSING EAST OF MISSOULA? yes ( ) no ( )
9a. BPA WILL RUN THE LINE ACROSS ROCK CREEK ABOUT ONE MILE SOUTH OF THE CLARK FORK 
RIVER. THE POWER LINE WILL BE SUSPENDED ABOUT 600 FEET ABOVE THE CREEK, SPANNING FROM 
TOWERS LOCATED ON RIDGES ON OPPOSITE SIDES OF THE ROCK CREEK VALLEY. SEVERAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
GROUPS ORIGINALLY OPPOSED CROSSING THIS BLUE RIBBON TROUT STREAM. HOWEVER, LAST MONTH 
THEY ACCEPTED $1.65 MILLION TO PAY FOR CONSERVATICXi PROJECTS IN THE ROCK CREEK DRAINAGE. 
IMPACTS TO ROCK CREEK COULD HAVE BEEN REDUCED IF THE LINE WERE BURIED UNDER THE ROCK 
CREEK AREA. HOWEVER, THIS WOULD HAVE ADDED ABOUT $8 MILLION TO THE COST OF CONSTRUCTION, 
WHICH IS ABOUT $220 MILLION TOTAL. DO YOU FEEL THAT THIS EXTRA COST WOULD HAVE BEEN 
JUSTIFIED? yes ( )________ no ( ) o th e r
10-: THE POWER LINE WILL BE LOCATED MOSTLY ON PUBLIC LANDS. THE ADVANTAGE OF THIS IS
THAT IT WILL BE SEEN BY FEW PEOPLE FOR MUCH OF THE ROUTE, AND IT WILL HAVE LESS AFFECT 
ON PEOPLE'S HOMES AND AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS. THE DISADVANTAGE IS THAT IT  MAY 
ADVERSELY AFFECT WILDLIFE AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION ON NATIONAL FOREST LAND.
DO YOU FEEL THAT THE POWER LINE SHOULD BE BUILT ON PUBLIC LAND OR PRIVATE LAND? 
p u b lic  land  ( ) p r iv a te  land ( ) depends on lo c a t io n  ( ) no t sure ( ) 
o th e r ____________________________
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11. DO YOU FEEL THAT IT  WOULD HAVE BEEN BETTER TO LOCATE THE POWER LINE NEXT TO 
EXISTING POWER LINES ALREADY ALONG THE INTERSTATE HIGHWAY AND RAILROAD TRACKS IF 
THAT WOULD HAVE BEEN POSSIBLE? yes { ) no { ) no t sure ( ) 
o the r _____________________________________________________________________________
12. THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION IS RESPONSIBLE FOR 
EVALUATING THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL IMPACTS RESULTING FROM THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
MAJOR ENERGY FACILITIES SUCH AS PIPELINES, DAMS, POWER LINES, AND THE LIKE. DO YOU 
FEEL THAT THEY ARE SENSITIVE ENOUGH TO THE FEELINGS OF THE PEOPLE OF MONTANA?
yes ( ) no ( ) no t sure ( ) o t h e r ___________________________
13. YOUR NAME IS NOT ON THIS SURVEY AND ALL INFORMATION IS CONFIDENTIAL. WOULD YOU
MIND TELLING ME HOW LONG YOU HAVE LIVED IN MISSOULA COUNTY?  years» (note : i f
less than f iv e  years ask) : ARE YOU A STUDENT? yes ( ) no ( )
14. HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN MONTANA?  years
15. WOULD YOU MIND TELLING ME YOUR AGE?  years
16. WHAT IS YOUR HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION? some h igh school ( ) ;  h igh school grad ( ) 
some co lle g e  ( ) ;  c o lle g e  degree ( ) ;  graduate work ( ) ;  grad degree ( ) ;  phd ( )
17. WOULD YOU PLEASE TELL IC WHETHER YOUR TOTAL FAMILY INCOME BEFORE TAXES IS ABOVE
OR BELOW $20,000 A YEAR? above ( ) 
17a. IS IT  ABOVE OR BELOW $50,000? 
above { ) below ( )
re fused ( ) below ( )
17b. IS IT  ABOVE OR BELOW $10,000? 
above ( ) below ( )
18. DO YOU STILL LIVE ON (see page No. 1)________ ? yes ( ) no ( ) WHAT IS
YOUR ADDRESS? (change page Ho. 1)
19. THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING TIME TO ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS, YOU HAVE BEEN A 
GREAT HELP. HAVE A GOOD EVENING (DAY).
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NOTES
The Board of Natural Resources and Conservation Is  a seven-member 
c i t iz e n  group appointed by the Governor to  fo u r -y e a r ,  overlapping  
terms. The Department of Natural Resources and Conservation was 
created by the Executive Reorganization Act passed by the 1971 
L e g is la tu re . DNRC is  involved not only with f a c i l i t y  s i t in g  Issues; 
energy conservation, renewable energy u t i l i z a t i o n ,  water r ig h ts ,  o il  
and water conservation, s ta te  water p ro jec ts , and reg u la tion  of o il  
and gas e x p lo ra tio n  are a l l  areas fo r  which the Department is  
responsi bl e.
The B onneville  Power Adm inistration is  an agency of the U.S. 
Department of Energy. I t  was o r ig in a l ly  formed under the  Bonneville  
P ro jec t Act of 1937 as the marketing agency of the Department of 
In te r io r  for power generated a t  Bonneville  Dam on the Columbia 
R iver. Since then, through a d m in is tra tive  ac tion  and le g is la t io n ,  
BPA has become the power marketing agency f o r  most of the federal 
h y d ro -e le c tr ic  p ro je c ts  in the  P a c if ic  Northwest. BPA builds and 
maintains the transm ission l in e s  and substation f a c i l i t i e s  necessary 
to  make e le c t r ic a l  power from these p ro jects  a v a i la b le  to  public and 
priva te  u t i l i t i e s  and in d u s tr ia l customers throughout the P a c if ic  
Northwest and, subject to  Northwest p r i o r i t i e s ,  to  customers in 
adjacent regions. The u t i l i t i e s  serving western Montana th a t  buy 
power from BPA a re  the Montana Power Company, the Flathead  
I r r ig a t io n  P ro je c t ,  P a c i f ic  Power and L ig h t Company, and seven rural 
e le c t r ic  cooperatives (Energy Almanac 107).
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